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The main question we address is how to probe the fractionalized excitations of a quantum spin
liquid, for example, in the Kitaev honeycomb model. We propose distinct signatures in the dynamical
response of the spin-spin correlation function and its dependence on the magnitude and direction of a
magnetic field in order to distinguish different phases. For antiferromagnetic (AF) Kitaev exchange
couplings, the observed level crossing develops a gap as the field is rotated from the [111] to the [001]
direction. Also, the large number of modes in the dynamical response are greatly reduced as the
field is rotated toward [001] resulting in a clearly discernible beating pattern in the time-dependent
spin-spin correlation function, possibly observable in pump-probe experiments. We further observe
a change in the nature of the lowest lying excitations from single spin-flips for fields along [111], to
double spin-flips for fields along [001]. Finally, via an analysis of the plaquette flux operator, we
determine the field strength and orientation dependence of the non-Abelian Kitaev quantum spin-
liquid phase, the enigmatic intermediate phase (for AF couplings only), and the partially polarized
phase. Our results are obtained using exact diagonalization on finite clusters with periodic boundary
conditions.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Signatures of the exotic fractionalized excitations of
the two-dimensional Kitaev model on a honeycomb lat-
tice have recently been of interest given their experi-
mental accessibility within candidate Kitaev-like mate-
rials [1–3]. The exactly solvable Kitaev model consists
of S = 1/2 degrees of freedom that are frustrated by
anisotropic bond-dependent, nearest-neighbor, interac-
tions

HK =
∑
α

∑
〈j,k〉α

Jασ
α
j σ

α
k , (1)

where Jα is the Kitaev exchange constant, α ∈ {x, y, z},
j and k are nearest-neighbor sites lying along the bond
α, and σαj , σαk are corresponding Pauli matrices [4].

Recent theoretical advances suggest inelastic neutron
scattering as revealing identifying characteristics of frac-
tionalized excitations in the dynamical structure factor
of candidate Kitaev materials [5, 6], while measuring the
heat capacity of these materials may show characteristic
features of fractionalization via an analysis of a system’s
entropy release [7]. These advances reflect an attempt
to shed light on the nature of the Kitaev quantum spin-
liquid (QSL) ground state, whose fractionalized excita-
tions within the gap induced non-Abelian phase may find
application in possible quantum computing devices [8].

Originally conceived as a toy model, researchers have
gone on to consider the microscopic mechanisms nec-
essary for realizing Kitaev physics in real materials.
This has led to proposals of extended Kitaev-Heisenberg
Hamiltonians [9–11], as well as Hamiltonians having ad-
ditional symmetric off-diagonal interactions [12, 13]. The

original theoretical predictions concerning the dynami-
cal response and temperature dependence of thermody-
namic quantities of the pure Kitaev model were exper-
imentally investigated on the candidate compounds α-
RuCl3 [14, 15], and A2IrO3 (A = Na, Li) [16], respec-
tively. The salient features that appear in the data are
attributed to the residual fractional excitations of the
pure Kitaev phase proximate to these materials’ zig-zag
ordered ground state. Recently, experimental measure-
ments of the thermal Hall conductivity, κxy, of α−RuCl3
have even revealed signatures of itinerant Majorana ex-
citations in the sign, magnitude, and temperature (T)
dependence of κxy/T for temperatures within the range
TN = 7 K< T < 80 K∼ Jα/kb, where TN is the temper-
ature at which the zig-zag order onsets [17].

The strong isotropy of the Kitaev interactions in α-
RuCl3 inevitably led experimental researchers to inves-
tigate the physical properties of this material under an
externally applied magnetic field, with the aim of observ-
ing signatures of the Kitaev model’s celebrated gapped
non-Abelian fractionalized excitations [18–25]. Recently,
much of the theoretical interest has been to perform nu-
merical simulations on extended Kitaev models with an
externally applied field, and to try to fit the results of
these numerics to the experimental data [26–28].

In this work, we use exact diagonalization on a finite
sized cluster to offer an unambiguous signature of frac-
tionalization of spin-flip quanta in the dynamical local
spin-spin correlations of the pure Kitaev model as a func-
tion of an externally applied magnetic field. Whereas
recent attention has been focused on observing a broad
continuum in the dynamical structure factor as indica-
tive of the fractional excitations of a non-ordered ground
state [5, 6], we propose investigating real time dynamics
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of the spin-spin correlations where we expect the signa-
tures of fractionalization to be sharp and distinct. We
demonstrate this to be the case here for certain orienta-
tions of the externally applied magnetic field coupled to
Eq. 2. We also demonstrate clear signatures of fraction-
alization in the field evolution of the intensity of domi-
nant frequency modes as a function of the Zeeman field’s
orientation relative to the plain of the honeycomb lat-
tice. We consider both the ferromagnetic (FM) (Jα < 0)
and antiferromagnetic (AF) (Jα > 0) cases of the Kiteav
coupling term and demonstrate the consistency of our
results with recent claims of an enigmatic intermediate
phase for AF interactions [29, 30].

Our main results are the following: (i) We find a level
crossing in the energy spectrum of the AF Kitaev hon-
eycomb model under an applied magnetic field pointing
along the [111] direction, indicative of a phase transition
between an enigmatic intermediate phase and a high field
partially polarized phase, detectable in the on-site dy-
namical response. (ii) We find the opening of a gap at
the level crossing point in both the spectrum, and the
local dynamical response, by varying the orientation of
the applied field away from the [111] direction, and to-
wards the [001] direction. (iii) The dynamical response
along [111] is characterized by a plethora of frequency
modes across all energies and field strengths. For both
AF and FM Kitaev exchange interactions, upon varying
the orientation of the applied field from the [111] to the
[001] direction, the number of modes is considerably re-
duced resulting in a clearly discernible beating pattern
in the local dynamical correlations between a few modes
of comparable strength and energy. (iv) We find that
the behavior of the average of plaquette operators, 〈Wp〉,
and its dependence on the field strength and orientation
provides a useful diagnostic of the non-Abelian Kitaev
spin-liquid, intermediate, and polarized phases, and re-
veals differences between the FM and AF cases.

II. MODEL AND NUMERICAL APPROACH

We use exact diagonalization on eight to sixteen site
clusters with periodic boundary conditions; the eight site
cluster consisting of four honeycomb plaquettes, used for
most of the work presented here is shown in Fig. 1. In
looking to isolate signatures of fractionalization we work
with

H =
∑
α

∑
〈j,k〉α

Jασ
α
j σ

α
k − ~h ·

∑
j

~σj , (2)

and resort to the following parametrization

Jx = Jy = Jz = J = ± cos θ, (3)

~h = ±(λ, λ, 1) sin θ, (4)

FIG. 1: Eight site cluster consisting of four honeycomb pla-
quettes having periodic boundary conditions used in our ex-
act diagonalization simulations. Blue bonds correspond to
z−bonds, green bonds correspond to x−bonds, and red bonds
correspond to y−bonds.

with θ = tan−1(hz/J), 0 ≤ θ ≤ π/2, 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1, and
the positive (negative) case corresponding to AF (FM)
interactions between neighboring spins along respective
bonds α ∈ {x, y, z}. We are thus only considering the
physics at the isotropic point of this model’s parameter
space for fields of varying strength θ, and along varying
orientations ranging from [111] for λ = 1 to [001] for
λ = 0.

We are mainly interested in calculating

Sααjk (t, hz, λ) = 〈0hz,λ|σαj (t)σαk (0)|0hz,λ〉, (5)

where |0hz,λ〉 is the field strength and field orienta-
tion dependent ground state of Eq. 2, and σαj (t) =

eiHtσαj (0)e−iHt. Below, we restrict our calculations to
the case of j = k, and α = z.

We also calculate the field-dependent on-site time
Fourier transform of Eq. 5,

Szzjk (ω, hz, λ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Szzjk (t, hz, λ)eiωt dt

=
∑
n

〈0hz,λ|σzj (0)|n〉〈n|σzk(0)|0hz,λ〉×

δ(ω + E0 − En),

(6)

where n is the energy quantum number indexing the var-
ious eigenenergies and eigenstates of H.

Finally, we calculate the average of the expectation val-
ues of the four plaquette operators, 〈Wp〉 =

∑4
i=1Wpi =∑4

i=1

∏
j∈pi σ

α(j)
j , with respect to the ground state, for

plaquettes pi with i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, and bonds α(j) ema-
nating from site j away from the interior of the plaquette.
The eigenvalues of Wpi are ±1, and [Wpi , H] = 0 when
hz = 0. In this limit, the ground state is known to lie
within the Wpi = 1 block for all pi [31], and an excitation
corresponding to Wpi = −1 for any of the pi’s indicates
the presence of a flux. The behavior of the plaquette op-
erator indicates the robustness of the Kitaev spin-liquid
ground state as a function of the field strength, θ, and
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FIG. 2: Energies of the lowest lying excitations of the AF case
of Eq. 2 relative to the energy of the ground state as a function
of the field strength parameter θ for a field pointing along the
(a) [111] direction, and, (b) [001] direction. In case (a), the
the gap between the ground state and the first excited state
closes near θ∗ ≡ θ ≈ 0.71. By changing the orientation of the
field away from [111] to [001] in (b), a gap is induced at the
formerly gapless point, near θ∗, which reaches its maximum
value for field along [001].

orientation parameter, λ.

III. TIME-DEPENDENT SPIN-SPIN
CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

A. Dynamical Response for Antiferromagnetic
(J > 0) Couplings

Field along [111]: For the AF case, Fig. 2 shows the en-
ergies of the lowest lying excitations relative to the energy
of the ground state as a function of the field strength pa-
rameter, θ. For the field pointing along [111], there is a
clear level crossing near θ∗ ≈ 0.71. As the field is rotated
by changing λ away from unity, a gap is induced in the
spectrum at θ∗ that reaches its maximum value at λ = 0.

The presence of a gap is reflected in the on-site, time
Fourier transform, Eq. 6, displayed in Fig. 3. We notice
the onset of two main modes at θ = 0 for energy gap
values ∆E ≈ 1.46 and ∆E ≈ 5.46. Upon increasing

θ these modes split into various smaller modes having
their own independent trajectories.

While the ground state, as expected, has no flux with
〈Wp〉 = 1, the excited states ∆E have 〈Wp〉 = 0, implying
that for our 4 plaquette cluster, two of the plaquettes
in each of these states have 〈Wpi〉 = 1 while the other
two have 〈Wpi〉 = −1. This is in agreement with our
expectation that the lowest flux excitation for this model
detectable via the action of a spin operator (such as those
composing the spin correlation function, Eq. 5) should
involve a state having a pair of fluxes.

The level crossing observed in the spectrum in Fig. 2a,
near θ∗ ≈ 0.71 in the λ = 1 limit, also leaves an imprint in
the dynamical response shown in Fig. 3a. At θ = θ∗ the
trajectories of various modes below θ∗ switch from mov-
ing toward lower frequency with increasing θ to increas-
ing in frequency with increasing θ. Importantly, both the
level crossing and the behavior of the modes above and
below the critical θ value suggest, and are consistent with
recent claims of, a phase transition between the higher
field partially polarized phase and an intermediate phase
which is also contiguous to the non-Abelian Kitaev quan-
tum spin-liquid phase at lower θ. The transition between
the latter two phases at lower θ is less discernible given
the lack of a level crossing in both the spectrum and the
frequency response.

For fields approaching θ = π/2, the plethora of modes
tend toward higher ω and finally converge into multiple,
well separated, modes. The nature of the excitation cor-
responding to the lowest of these modes (located near
ω/J ≈ 3.46 at θ = π/2, see Fig. 3a) consists of a single
spin flip about the completely polarized state along ẑ.

Dependence on field orientation: Rotating the field from
[111] toward [001] has the effect of coupling the field pref-
erentially to bonds perpendicular to the ẑ direction. This
opens up a gap in both the spectrum and the on-site time
Fourier transform where the level crossing once resided.
Also, the plethora of modes that exists for values of λ
closer to unity is greatly reduced for lower λ (compare
Fig. 3a and b) until at λ = 0 we are left with a signal
that is much less dense in the number of frequency modes.
Although there is now a gap in both the spectrum and
the frequency response, we still observe a redirection of a
considerable number of the remaining modes. Their fre-
quencies become lower with increasing θ below θ ≈ 0.71,
but increase in frequency with increasing θ above this
value. We also notice that the zero mode along ω/J = 0
becomes the dominant (i.e. more heavily weighted) mode
as we adjust λ from unity to zero. Unlike the λ = 1 case,
here only a single mode survives up to θ = π/2, above
ω/J = 0, after constituent modes converge somewhere
above θ ≈ 1.2. Interestingly, while this latter mode is
located near ω/J ≈ 3.46 at θ = π/2 (Fig. 3c), the nature
of the excitation here consists of a pair of spin flips in
the direction opposite to that of a completely polarized
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FIG. 3: The on-site dynamical response for the AF case of
Eq. 2, calculated using Eq. 6, for values of the field orienta-
tion parameter a) λ = 1, b) λ = 0.1, and c) λ = 0. a) For
θ < θ∗ ≈ 0.71, the point at which a level crossing occurs in
Fig. 2a, various frequency modes have divergent trajectories
across ω as a function of θ. Above θ∗, all trajectories become
streamlined and increase with ω with increasing θ. b) Ad-
justing the field orientation parameter to λ = 0.1 shifts the
redirection field θ closer to one. c) In the λ = 0 limit only a
few modes remain visible in the response.

FIG. 4: A comparison of the on-site dynamical spin-spin cor-
relations for a field pointing along [111] for AF exchange (pan-
els a-d), with the on-site correlations for a field pointing along
[001] (panels e-h). The strength of the field is: θ = 0 in pan-
els (a,e), θ ≈ 0.53 in panels (b,f), θ ≈ 1.07 in panels (c,g),
and θ ≈ 1.41 in panels (d,h). No discernible features are
evident within the intermediate range of field strengths for
the λ = 1 case (b and c), while clear nodal, beat pattern, or
wave-packet features are evident and persist within a compa-
rable range of field strength values in the λ = 0 case (f and
g). Near the highest possible field values the λ = 0 case, (h),
shows a waveform having only a single mode, consistent with
the single mode seen above the zero energy mode in Fig. 3c
for higher θ. In the λ = 1 case, (d), the waveform is a mod-
ulated sinusoid, consistent with the multiple well separated
modes above the zero energy mode in Fig. 3a for higher θ.

state along ẑ.

Real time dynamics: For h ‖ [001], the reduction of the
number of modes in the frequency response suggests that
features in the dynamical spin-spin response will not be
washed out by interference between multiple frequency
modes. Unlike the dynamical correlations at higher λ,
which we expect to be noisy due to the abundance of
modes interfering across all ω, we expect the waveforms
at λ = 0 to show sharp, distinct, features due to interfer-
ence between a small number of modes (see Fig. 4).

We highlight this behavior in Fig. 4f, which shows
a beat pattern and the formation of a node due to the
destructive interference between a small number of modes
of comparable energy and strength. In contrast, Fig.
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FIG. 5: Average of the plaquette operator, 〈Wp〉, for a finite sized cluster. Density plots for (a) AF and (c) FM exchange
interactions, and corresponding line plots (b) AF and (d) FM cases, as a function of both the field strength parameter θ, and
field orientation parameter λ. Regions in each plot corresponding to the darkest shade of red indicate 〈Wp〉 ≈ 1 as expected
for the non-Abelian Kitaev spin-liquid phase. Blue and white regions correspond to 〈Wp〉 ≈ 0 suggests a partially polarized
phase. For AF interactions, (a), shows a clear intermediate region. For FM interactions a rather abrupt transition between the
Kitaev spin liquid and the polarized phase is observed.

4b for a field along [111] does not show a similar beat
pattern. At higher fields θ ≈ 1.07, the beat features,
or wavepacket formation (Fig. 4g) become even more
pronounced for fields along [001]. Close to the highest
possible field values, near θ ≈ 1.41, the λ = 0 waveform
(Fig. 4h) is a sinusoidal pattern consistent with only
a single mode of oscillation in the frequency response
Fig. 3c. For the λ = 1 case, at this same value for
θ, the waveform in Fig. 4d is a modulated sinusoidal
pattern consistent with multiple, well separated modes
in the frequency response in Fig. 3a.

For FM coupling, J < 0, the spectrum for all values
of λ and θ remains gapped (Fig.6). Similar to the AF
case, we notice a reduction in the number of modes in
the dynamical frequency response as the field is rotated
away from [111] toward the [001] direction. This leads
to a similar beat pattern appearing in the on-site, real
space and time, spin-spin correlations. For more details,
the FM case is presented in the appendix.

B. Field Strength and Orientation Dependence of
Plaquette Flux

To identify phase transitions, in either the AF or FM
cases, we calculate the field strength and field orientation
dependent average of the plaquette operator over the en-
tire lattice, 〈Wp〉,

〈Wp〉 =
1

4

4∑
i=1

〈Wpi〉 =
1

4

4∑
i=1

〈∏
j∈pi

σ
α(j)
j

〉
; (7)

in this case over the 4 plaquettes (Fig. 5).

Because [Wpi , H] = 0 at θ = 0, we see that 〈Wp〉 = 1,
exactly. Interestingly, despite [Wpi , H] 6= 0 for θ 6= 0,
there are finite regions as a function of θ within which
〈Wp〉 is very close to unity. Because H has been shown to
be adiabatically connected to a Hamiltonian containing
the additional three-spin exchange term -κ

∑
ijk σ

x
i σ

y
j σ

z
k

[32], from the leading order perturbation expansion of
Eq. 2, and because we can still take expectation values
of the Wpi ’s with respect to the ground state of H, we can
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reasonably interpret the range within which Wp ≈ 1 as
corresponding to the non-Abelian Kitaev quantum spin-
liquid phase. We see that, in agreement with earlier stud-
ies [29, 30], this phase appears to extend further in ap-
plied field, θ, in the AF case than in the FM case. What
is new here is the λ, or field orientation, dependence of
this phase in each of the AF and FM cases. The Ki-
taev quantum spin-liquid phase across θ increases with
decreasing λ in both cases. In other words, changing the
orientation of the field from the [111] direction to the
[001] direction has the effect of expanding the region in
field strength, θ, of the Kitaev quantum spin-liquid. This
effect is clearly more pronounced in the AF case than in
the FM case yet, it is still non-negligible in the latter
case.

In the FM case there is a sharper decrease in 〈Wp〉,
versus θ, than in the AF case. The partially polarized
phase onsets when 〈Wp〉 ≈ 0 and that happens at con-
siderably lower values of θ in the FM case than in the
AF case. These facts, together with the observation that
there is an extended region across θ for which 〈Wp〉 is
varying continuously between unity and zero in the AF
case, lends strong support for an intermediate phase be-
tween the Kitaev spin-liquid and the partially polarized
phase for AF Kitaev exchange interactions.

The extent of the intermediate phase in θ increases
as the field is oriented from [111] toward [001]. Not only
does the transition between the non-Abelian Kitaev spin-
liquid to an intermediate phase move to a larger θ, but
the transition from the intermediate to the partially po-
larized phase also shifts from around θ∗ ≈ 0.71 at λ = 1
to around θ ≈ 0.9 at λ = 0.

In the FM case, Fig. 5d suggests that the transition
point between the Kitaev spin-liquid and the partially
polarized phase is decreases to lower θ as a function of
the field orientation parameter λ. We can see that in the
AF case, Fig. 5c suggests that the transition between the
intermediate phase and the partially polarized phase is
shifted from θ ≈ 0.9 at λ = 0 to θ∗ ≈ 0.71 at λ = 1. The
value of the transition at λ = 1 is consistent with the level
crossing observed in both the spectrum and the frequency
response (Figs. 2a and 3a). These latter transition values
are inferred by assessing the lowest bound values of θ for
which points along the 〈Wp〉 curves are approximately
zero.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Recent theoretical advances concerning the nature of
the ground state and excitations of the Kitaev honey-
comb model have motivated experimental researchers to
probe their novel properties in real materials. In par-
ticular, the temperature dependence of thermodynamic
quantities and of the thermal Hall conductivity of can-
didate materials, as well as the dynamical response have

been suggested as a means of probing for signatures of the
exotic fractionalized excitations of this particular model.
In our work, we have expanded the exploration from spec-
troscopy to probing the nature of fractionalized excita-
tions directly in the real-time dynamics. We propose
future experiments using pump-probe THz spectroscopy
on candidate materials such as α-RuCl3. In these ex-
periments, the pump excites photocarriers in the system,
and the THz probe pulse measures the photoconductiv-
ity as a function of time [33]. After passing through the
sample the terahertz waveform of the electric field E(t)
is measured in the time domain. Based on our estimates
using an exchange coupling of about 5 meV, for either
the AF or FM case, we expect signatures of fractional-
ization to appear at time scales lying within the range
10−13 s < t < 10−12 s, or for frequencies in the 1-10 THz
regime.

While we bring to light new facts pertaining to the field
strength and field orientation dependence of the various
phases exhibited by the FM and AF Kitaev honeycomb
models under an externally applied magnetic field, the
nature of phase intermediate to the non-Abelian Kitaev
spin-liquid phase and the partially polarized phase, in
the case of AF Kitaev interactions, still requires further
investigation.
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APPENDIX: DYNAMICAL RESPONSE FOR
FERROMAGNETIC (J < 0) COUPLINGS

We consider the effects of varying the field strength
and orientation on the on-site dynamical response and
real space and time spin-spin correlations of the Kitaev
honeycomb model for ferromagnetic (J < 0) interactions.

For a field along [111] a plethora of modes across all of
θ and ω, morph into few distinct modes for a field along
[001]. As in the AF case, we see two main branches
onsetting at ω/J ≈ 1.46 and ω/J ≈ 5.46 whose average
of the expectation values of the four plaquette operators
is also zero, as expected. We also notice that the zero
mode along ω/J = 0 becomes the dominant mode as we
adjust λ from unity to zero. For λ = 1, at higher θ,
we again see a convergence of many modes into a set of
well separated modes at θ = π/2. For λ = 0, at higher
θ, we see the convergence of modes below θ ≈ 1.2 into
a single mode above this latter value which terminates
near ω/J = 4. Unlike the AF case, for λ = 1, where
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FIG. 6: The on-site dynamical response for the FM case of
Eq. 2, calculated using Eq. 6, for values of the field orien-
tation parameter a) λ = 1 and b) λ = 0. Unlike the AF
case, the spectrum for all values of θ remains gapped with
respect to the energy of the ground state for all values of the
orientation parameter λ. Trajectories of the frequency modes
for any orientation of the field appear streamlined such that
they are seen to increase in ω with increasing θ. Adjusting
the field orientation parameter from λ = 1 to λ = 0 consid-
erably reduces the number of frequency modes detectable in
the response.

we see a sharp redirection of a considerable number of
modes at the transition point θ ≈ 0.71, Fig. 6a shows
the general tendency of all of the modes to follow a fairly
streamlined path beginning at very low θ and extending
all the way up to θ = π/2.

As with the AF case, we expect the abundance of sim-
ilarly weighted and energetic modes, across all ω and θ
in Fig. 6a, to wash out any discernible features in the
corresponding on-site, real space and time, spin-spin cor-
relations. We similarly expect the fewer number of modes
in Fig. 6b to yield characteristic features of interference
between comparably weighted, and comparably energetic

FIG. 7: A comparison of the on-site real space and time spin-
spin correlations of our system under a field pointing along the
[111] direction (panels a-d), with the on-site correlations cor-
responding to a field pointing along the [001] direction (pan-
els e-h). The strength of the field is: θ = 0 in panels (a,
e), θ ≈ 0.16 in panels (b, f), θ ≈ 0.63 in panels (c, g), and
θ ≈ 1.41 in panels (d, h). All plots correspond to the case of
FM exchange interactions. The analysis provided in the cap-
tion to Fig. 4 for the case of AF interactions is analogous to
our situation here, and so it is also suitable for a description
of the salient features here observed.

modes.

This is reflected in Fig. 7 which compares the on-
site real space and time spin-spin correlations of our sys-
tem under a field pointing along the [111] direction (Fig.
7a-d), with the on-site correlations corresponding to a
field pointing along the [001] direction (Fig. 7e-h). The
strength of the field in these figures varies such that it is
given as θ = 0 in Figs. 7a and e, θ ≈ 0.16 in Figs. 7b
and f, θ ≈ 0.63 in Figs. 7c and g, and θ ≈ 1.41 in Figs.
7d and h.

As in our prior analysis concerning the AF case, here
we see no differences in signals when there is no field ap-
plied (Figs. 7a and e). There are no discernible features
in the signal when a field of strength θ ≈ 0.16 points
along [111] (Fig. 7b), but there is a clear beat pattern
forming at this same field strength for a field pointing
along [001] (Fig. 7f). At the stronger field value of
θ ≈ 0.73, clear wave-packets are seen to emerge in the
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λ = 0 case (Fig. 7g), while the λ = 1 orientation contin-
ues showing only a noisy signal (Fig. 7c). The waveforms
observed here near the highest field values (θ ≈ 1.41) are
consistent with those observed in the AF case, where the
λ = 0 case reflects an unmodulated sinusoid consistent
with having only a single mode of oscillation (Fig. 7h),
and the λ = 0 case reflects a modulated sinusoid consis-
tent with there being multiple, well separated, competing
modes.
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